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TOXIC AIR POLLUTANT REGUlATION 




As a student attending a university in a 
"steel town," dealing with toxic air pollution is 
something of which I am very conscious. This 
situation has given me the opportunity to view 
the consequences of regulatory action from 
the perspective of the worker, who is depend-
ing on a job at the steel mill to feed his family. 
It is easy for an "outsider," a person removed 
from the situation, to say that coke oven emis-
sions from a steel plant should be cleaned up to 
a certain standard because that is what is 
necessary for a safer, healthier environment. 
However, being closer to the situation and 
knowing many of the effects on the economy and 
on the lives of the people in the community, I 
have learned that this decision is not always that 
simple. Could the plant and the local economy 
handle the additional stress which these ex-
pensive regulatory controls would cause? Re-
cently, when I visited Bethlehem Steel, I saw 
that the idea of having to add more pollution 
control devices created feelings of despair 
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among the management and mill workers alike. 
Employees feel that an already financially 
troubled Bethlehem Steel could not handle 
the controls that might be needed by new 
environmental regulations and would be forced 
to close down the plant completely. 
After I looked at all of the possible health 
and economic ramifications, it seemed to me 
that it would be impossible to decide what the 
order of priorities should be when writing new 
legislation. How should the benefits and costs 
of a cleaner, safer environment be compared to 
the benefits and costs of a healthier economy? 
This comparison between the economic and 
health effects is the task set before the legisla-
tors and Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). A control strategy for toxic air pollut-
ants is an immediate necessity if we are going 
to stop, or at least slow, the polluting of the air. 
That is what the recent Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990 attempt to do, using a very 
different approach than past legislation. The 
1990 amendments do not rely on risk assess-
ment as heavily as past legislation. Risk assess-
ment is a process, which is not well defined, 
used to decide how much of a health risk a 
certain chemical may create. Risk assessment 
in the past has been the slowest part of the 
process of regulating toxic air pollutants. Its 
de-emphasis in the new amendments might 
therefore speed up the regulatory process. 
In this paper I will first trace the regula-
tory history of toxic air pollutants. Then, de-
scribing current risk assessment and manage-
ment techniques, I will examine the many 
uncertainties and complications introduced 
into toxic air regulation by these processes. I 
will also attempt to show that the advantages 
of present regulatory strategies, which rely 
less on risk assessment, outweigh the disad-
vantages and that the present legislation should 
prove more effective than past methods. 
Toxic Air Pollutants: What Are 
They? 
In the past, hazardous air pollutants, more 
frequently called air toxics, have simply been 
defined as cancer -causing emissions. More spe-
cifically, air toxics were defined as substances 
found in the air that were considered toxic or 
carcinogenic. These pollutants, like benzene 
and asbestos, may only have been present in 
minute quantities and yet still were considered 
toxic. (Hahn, p.22) According to Roger W. Findley 
and Daniel A. Farber, an air toxic is any toxic air 
emission not included in the national ambient air 
quality standards (NMQSs) that may cause an 
increase in the number of cases of serious 
irreversible illness. (Findley and Farber, p.151) 
NMQSs are defined under Section 109 of the 
Clean Air Act of 1970. These standards are set 
by the EPA Administrator for any air pollut-
ants which pose a risk to the health and welfare 
of the public. (Findley and Farber, p. 70) 
Hazardous air pollutants were first de-
fined by the United States Congress in the 
Clean Air Act of 1970 as substances that had 
not been previously regulated under other 
legislation but that might introduce health 
risks (death or serious illness) to the public. 
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act deals specifi-
cally with the regulation of hazardous air pol-
lutants. This law required that EPA list all air 
pollutants considered hazardous, according to 
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the above definition, and set a National Emis-
sion Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) for each. (United States Congress, 
p.38) This is no longer the case under the 1990 
amendments. 
Under the 1990 Clean Air Act amend-
ments, this definition of air toxics was changed. 
A hazardous air pollutant is now defined as 
"any air pollutant listed by the bill." (Pytte, 
p.3941) The list of pollutants consists of 189 
compounds and substances that produce "a 
threat of adverse human health or environ-
mental effects." (Pytte, p.3941) The new bill 
also allows the addition to or deletion of sub-
stances from the original list. In order for a 
substance to stay on the list, it must be "known or 
reasonably anticipated" to cause adverse envi-
ronmental or human health effects. (Pytte, p.3941) 
Regulatory Problems of Clean Air 
Legislation 
The beginning of air toxics regulation 
was a small part of a larger environmental 
movement. As a response to a sudden surge in 
public concern about environmental issues in 
the late 1960s and early 1970s, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) was formed. 
At the same time, Congress passed the Clean 
Air Act of 1970. Federal legislation concerning 
the environment was found to be necessary 
because the states, even with financial and 
technical assistance, could not handle the air 
pollution problem. Because there had not been 
much research undertaken to study the prob-
lem, the Clean Air Act of 1970 was only a 
temporary solution until more comprehen-
sive legislation could be enacted. Since this 
time, many parts of the original legislation 
have been changed to reflect the increasing 
awareness and knowledge of the problem of 
pollution of the environment. More specifi-
cally, the growing problems associated with 
pollution due to air toxics have become more 
apparent. As a result, the present legislation 
attempts to re-examine the problem and present 
a new solution. (Findley and Farber, pp.68-69) 
Until November 17, 1990, there existed a 
two-step decision making process to regulate 
hazardous air pollutants. The first part con-
sisted of an EPA conducted risk assessment of 
possible hazardous air pollutants in order to 
decide which substances posed unacceptably 
high risks. Standard emission levels were to be 
set for these substances. In the second step, 
both new and existing sources were required 
to be regulated. The level of regulation would 
depend upon the technology that was available 
at that time. (Findley and Farber, p.151) 
However, this process has proven to be 
ineffective. From 1970, when the Clean Air Act 
was originally passed, until the present, only 
eight substances-benzene, asbestos, mercury, 
beryllium, vinyl chloride, radionuclides, ar-
senic and coke oven emissions-have been 
labelled as "air toxics"; yet, there are approxi-
mately 275 hazardous air pollutants emitted 
by industrial facilities. The eight substances 
mentioned above were subjected to the initial 
risk assessment and have been shown to be 
hazardous to the public's health. However, the 
identification of these hazardous substances 
has not always led to government regulation 
and action. Seven of the eight substances had 
safety standards set for the amount of emis-
sions allowed. Although safety standards may 
have been set, not every source that emitted 
toxics was regulated. According to Carl Mazza 
and Kathy Kaufman, the second step of the 
regulating process has been very slow and 
inefficient. Many times companies claimed 
that they could not afford the pollution con-
trol devices, and so the regulations were sim-
ply not enforced. Also, EPA has not had the 
resources to investigate all of the violations 
and enforce the necessary changes. The regu-
lation of air toxics was not a priority in the 
original Clean Air Act, and the process was not 
very well developed. Often, the regulation of 
air toxics was ignored, and efforts to clean the 
environment were focused in other areas. 
(Mazza and Kaufman) 
Current Status of Clean Air 
Proposals 
As EPA was considering possible revi-
sions of the Clean Air Act in the last couple of 
years, it realized that the air toxics problem 
had been overlooked and that it was time for 
the legislation to be revised. As a consequence, 
the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act 
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presented an approach that is very different 
from the past legislation. The new approach to 
controlling hazardous air pollutants consists 
of control first and risk assessment later. Title 
III of the 1990 amendments requires owners of 
establishments emitting toxics to apply the 
"maximum achievable control technology" 
(MACT) to any source emitting any of the 189 
substances listed as toxic before any type of 
risk assessment is made. EPA will not ask the 
owner, whether it is an individual or a corpo-
ration, to apply MACT blindly, though. Cost 
will be taken into consideration. Then, six 
years after MACT is applied, EPA will go back 
and assess the residual risk at each site. At this 
point, it will have to be decided if any remain-
ing risk is great enough, according to current 
risk assessment models and standards, to war-
rant further control. Economic factors will be 
taken into account at this point. A cost-benefit 
analysis will be necessary before additional 
control technology is required. The availabil-
ity and feasibility of additional control tech-
nology is taken into consideration in the cost-
benefit analysis, and a control strategy 
recommendation will be made by EPA for each 
site. If the technology available is considered 
too expensive and would only cut risk by one or 
two percent, it will probably not be imple-
mented. (Pytte, pp.3941-394 7) 
Many experts, including those at Re-
sources for the Future, an independently 
funded research firm in Washington, D.C., 
disapprove of this amendment. They feel that 
this approach of "technology first, risk assess-
ment later" is too conservative and will not 
help the air toxic pollution problem as much 
as EPA wants the public to believe. Although 
risk assessment may be time-consuming, re-
searchers at Resources for the Future still feel 
that it is a necessary first step. In their opinion, 
MACT will hurt the economy because control 
technology will be placed where it is not nec-
essary. In some cases, less advanced and less 
expensive control technology may be effective 
enough to reduce risk. In many cases, MACT 
will be expensive, and the benefits will not be 
great enough to warrant this expenditure. 
(Kopp, Macauley and Portney) Also, the reac-
tion from private industry to the original ver-
sion of the proposed amendments to the Clean 
Air Act was that EPA would gain too much 
power from these amendments and would have 
total control over the list of substances that are 
considered air toxics. 
However, in the 1990 amendments, EPA 
was not given quite as much control over the 
list of toxics as industry originally thought it 
would get. In fact, the amendments allow any-
one to petition to EPA to add or to delete 
substances from the list of hazardous air pol-
lutants. All petitions must be considered and 
reasons for or against acceptance must be 
given by EPA. Although EPA will have author-
ity over the list of substances, petitions and 
appeals from companies will force EPA to pro-
vide scientific reasons for its conclusions and 
to justify its actions. (Brookes, pp.42-43) 
Many are still skeptical, though, about 
whether the health benefits of the control 
technologies actually outweigh the costs. In 
fact, some critics of the 1990 amendments feel 
that control technologies may actually hurt 
the public by further depressing an economy 
already in a recession. For example, Warren T. 
Brookes, syndicated columnist for the Detroit 
News, sees the estimated costs of enactment 
and enforcement of the Clean Air Act amend-
ments-between $22 and $46 billion-as too 
low. However, even at these estimated costs, 
Mr. Brookes projects that the amendments 
may well kill "the economic vitality of the U.S. 
economy" by forcing all businesses, no matter 
how small, to regulate and obtain permits for 
all emissions. He believes that the benefits of 
pollution controls are not significant and that 
pollution controls cost more than they are 
worth. (Brookes, p.42) 
Risk Assessment 
Most critics of the 1990 amendments feel 
that risk assessment and management should 
not be eliminated from the initial step of the 
regulation of air pollutants. However, in order 
to understand the advantages and disadvan-
tages of using risk assessment in regulation, 
risk assessment techniques must first be de-
fined and understood. Assessment of public 
risks due to air toxics is a scientific process 
that simply studies the health risk a popula-
tion may suffer as a result of exposure to air 
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toxics and does not deal with factors such as 
economic impact of the possible solutions and 
public concern. These are dealt with in risk 
management. Risk assessment, also called risk 
characterization, is the description of the hu-
man health risk of a substance, the affected 
population, and any uncertainties in the data. 
There are three primary steps in the risk char-
acterization process: hazard identification, 
dose-response evaluation and exposure assess-
ment. (EPA Document 2, p.26) 
Hazard Identification 
Hazard identification is logically the first 
step of risk assessment with which EPA is 
concerned. EPA has defined six categories for 
classifying substances according to varying 
levels of evidence obtained from scientific stud-
ies. These categories are. as follows: A-hu-
man carcinogen; B1 and B2-probable human 
carcinogens; C-possible human carcinogen; 
D-not classified; and E-no evidence. A sub-
stance in the A (human carcinogen) classifica-
tion is one with the highest level of evidence 
for carcinogenicity. In order for a substance to 
be classified as a human carcinogen, it is nec-
essary to have at least two "good" (not flawed, 
but scientifically acceptable) separate human 
epidemiological studies that support a cause-
effect relationship between exposure and can-
cer. The categories B1 and B2 are both labelled 
as "probable" human carcinogens; however, 
the support evidence required for each distin-
guishes the two categories. For a substance to 
be labelled B 1, there would have to be one good 
scientific study showing positively that there 
were effects on humans. For a substance to be 
classified as a B2 toxin, however, there would 
not be any evidence of the effects on humans; 
instead, there would be at least two good ani-
mal studies, usually involving two separate 
species. Substances in the C classification are 
usually categorized on the basis of only one 
good animal study and no human evidence at 
all. The D category is labelled "not classified" 
because there are no studies showing effects in 
humans, and what animal data exist might be 
either flawed or simply might not offer enough 
data to support a toxicity label. The last cat-
egory, E, indicates that, according to the data 
available, the substances classified here are 
not carcinogens. This means that there are at 
least two good animal studies or one good 
animal and one good human study that show 
that exposure to the substance does not lead to 
cancer. (EPA Document 2, pp.l4-15) 
These classifications deal only with carci-
nogenic effects. When EPA deals with carcino-
genicity, it assumes that any length of expo-
sure to a substance in one of the first four 
categories (A, Bl, B2 and C) at any dosage can 
cause cancer at any dosage. Other substances 
that do not lead to cancer but can cause other 
adverse health effects are classified and treated 
differently than carcinogens. For these sub-
stances, the assumption is made that there is 
a threshold level of exposure. This threshold 
level is a dose level above which effects are 
observed but below which no effects are ob-
served; it is also called the "no observed effect 
level" or NOEL. The NOEL is for a specific level 
of exposure for a particular length of time. The 
NOEL is then used to calculate a reference 
dose (RID). EPA defines an RID as "an estimate 
(with an uncertainty of one order of magni-
tude or more) of a lifetime dose which is likely 
to be without significant risk to human popu-
lations." (EPA Document 2, p.ll) An uncer-
tainty of one order of magnitude or more 
means that there is a margin of error equal to 
one factor of ten. This means if the calculated 
reference dose value is, for example, I0-4 (units 
of measurement vary) , the range of RID values 
is I0-3 to I0-5• The dose estimate is calculated 
conservatively so that the greatest dose value 
including the margin of error will not jeopar-
dize human health. The reference dose esti-
mates are used more in dealing with pesticides 
and toxic substances that are ingested than in 
dealing with toxic air emissions. Most toxic air 
pollutants are considered carcinogenic, and 
the classifications of A through D are used 
rather than a NOEL or an RID. 
Dose/Response Evaluation 
The next step of the risk classification is 
the dose/response evaluation. A unit risk esti-
mate is defined as the probability of cancer 
occurring over a lifetime exposure to a specific 
unit concentration of a substance. This unit 
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risk estimate, also termed carcinogenic 
strength, is obtained by using statistical mod-
els of dose/response relationships to interpret 
scientific data such as length of exposure to a 
substance at a particular time, amount of sub-
stance exposed to, and toxicity of the sub-
stance. Because there are so many factors 
which need to be accounted for and which can 
vary on an individual basis, EPA feels that it is 
necessary to use conservative statistical mod-
els which assume "worst case" instead of "best 
case" scenarios. (Auerbach) 
Exposure Assessment 
The last step in risk characterization is 
the exposure assessment. For air toxics the 
exposure assessment involves three factors. 
One of the factors is the origin of the emis-
sions. This pertains to all the physical param-
eters of the plant, including the plant location, 
the stack heights, and the velocity and concen-
tration of chemicals when they are released. 
The meteorological patterns are also an im-
portant factor in the dispersion of the pollu-
tion. Meteorological data are obtained from 
meteorological stations in more than three hun-
dred locations across the United States. The popu-
lation distribution is the final factor that needs to 
be considered when dealing with exposure. 
EPA constructs a model of the population 
distribution around the site(s) at which the 
toxics originate by using census data. This allows 
EPA to see clearly how many people are affected 
by the pollution. (EPA Document 2, pp.l9-24) 
Once the hazard identification, dose/re-
sponse evaluation and exposure assessment 
have been completed, the resulting information 
is compiled by EPA into a risk characterization. 
All the information is taken into consideration; 
and an estimated risk of exposure to a particu-
lar chemical is determined for the person with 
the greatest exposure to the substance (the 
"Maximum Exposed Individual" or MEI)-the 
one assumed to have the highest health risk. 
Risk Management 
As mentioned earlier, risk management 
is the step which immediately follows risk 
assessment. Risk management is the process 
in which all aspects of the problems presented 
by pollution of air toxics are considered in 
order to reach a regulatory decision. The proc-
ess includes not only the risk characterization 
but also the possible control options and the 
non-risk analyses. (EPA Document 2, p.25) 
When EPA examines possible control options, 
it weighs the amount the options cost versus 
the amount of safety or protection they pro-
vide. The non-risk analyses include many addi-
tional factors that were not previously consid-
ered, such as technical, legal, political, economic 
and public concerns. (EPA Document 2, p.30) 
Technical, Legal and Political 
Concerns 
The technical considerations deal with 
how reliable and accurate the data are. At this 
point, EPA verifies that the data present an 
accurate picture of the situation. EPA is then 
concerned with the legal aspects of regulation 
and checks to see that all statutory and regula-
tory requirements have been met and all policy 
guidelines have been followed. Political con-
siderations include decisionsabouttheexchange 
of data between political officials, especially when 
the exchange occurs between the federal and 
state levels. (EPA Document 2, pp.32-37) 
Economic Concerns 
Economic concerns are an important part 
of risk management. It is often hard, though, 
to compare the benefits of a healthy environ-
ment to the costs that are necessary to main-
tain that environment because it is difficult to 
put a price on the value of human life. Many 
times people are more concerned with the 
economic impacts rather than with the health 
effects. Job loss and economic decline in the 
community are things that they will see and 
feel in their everyday lives, but health effects 
are often much less conspicuous. Also, usually 
not everyone is personally affected by the health 
problems, while the economic state of the 
community seems to affect everyone. However, 
this is not really the problem of the economist but 
rather that of the risk communicator. 
The economist who is involved in risk 
management looks strictly at the costs that 
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pollution controls and regulations place on 
companies. Can the company afford to employ 
the "maximum achievable control technol-
ogy" and stay in business? Will the impact on 
small businesses, such as dry cleaners and baker-
ies, be too great for them to handle? These 
questions and many others are often left unan-
swered. However, Edna T. Loehman, a researcher 
at Purdue University, suggests that the "eco-
nomic basis for benefit measurement of 
nonmarket goods (such as air quality) is simi-
lar to microeconomic theory of demand for 
market goods." (Loehman, p.430) Simply stated, 
as price decreases, demand increases. Accord-
ingly, as the price for pollution controls goes 
down, people will be more willing to pay for them. 
There is no generally accepted method 
for measuring the benefits of improvements in 
air quality in order to compare them to the 
costs. Several methods have been suggested, 
however. One such method utilizes surveys to 
obtain some standard designated as the "will-
ingness to pay." This is called a "contingent 
evaluation technique" and involves actually 
asking people how much they would pay for 
improved air quality. When these surveys are 
constructed, they take into account both mea-
sures of health benefits and increased visibil-
ity. However, the results of the surveys can 
sometimes be misleading. It has been shown 
that people respond very differently to the 
same question when it is asked in two different 
ways. (Loehman, p.430) For example, consider 
the questions: "Would you be in favor of 
cutbacks in production at the local steel mill in 
order to pay for expensive pollution controls?" 
and "Would you be in favor of cutbacks at the 
local steel mill in order to decrease toxic coke 
oven emissions which are slowly causing the 
death of our families and friends?" Both ques-
tions seem to be asking "Do you want to con-
trol pollution at the local steel mill?", but each 
would probably prompt very different commu-
nity responses. The first question would prob-
ably be answered no more often than yes. 
However, the second question makes it clear 
that the health problem affects many people in 
the community, and people would probably 
answer yes to this question more often than 
no. Avoiding losses is usually seen as a neces-
sity to maintain a certain standard of living. 
However, an increase in health standards is 
often seen as a luxury that people are not 
always willing to pay for, unless their families 
and friends are involved. 
Public Concerns 
Public considerations, which often over-
lap with risk communication, deal with how 
and when the public should be given informa-
tion. If the survey/willingness-to-pay approach 
is used, it is desirable to have a public which is 
both informed and concerned. However, this 
is not always possible; and sometimes the 
public, after more thoroughly studying the 
problem, may regret the decision made. The 
survey/willingness to pay approach also raises 
another question-who should be surveyed 
when considering air toxics? Air pollution may 
have a great effect on the area immediately 
surrounding the source, but due to dispersion it 
may cause less severe problems over a larger area. 
As a consequence, many solutions are suggested 
without "asking" the public. However, the risk 
and the solutions must still be communicated. 
It is, of course, imperative that the public 
understands what it is being told by the gov-
ernment and EPA. And as the public gains a 
greater familiarity with risk assessment 
through more contact with the process over 
time, it will become easier to communicate 
risk information. In order to help the public 
gain this familiarity, it is important to use 
examples of risk that are easy to comprehend. 
(Lowrance, p.53) For example, one out of every 
130 people dies in a household accident, and 
one out of every 12 smokers dies as a result of 
lung cancer. However, only one out of every 
1000 people dies as a result of the risks of the 
exposure to pesticides. (EPA Document 2, pp.3-
4) In other words, if people would become 
more aware of other risks present in their daily 
lives, they would be better able to accurately 
judge the risks due to exposure to air toxics. 
Disadvantages of Risk Assessment 
and Management 
There are some serious problems with 
risk assessment and management techniques. 
One of these problems is the difference of 
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opinion that arises over how much danger is 
presented by the presence of toxic air pollut-
ants. Many people, especially those in the af-
fected industries, feel that the risk estimate is 
too conservative: i.e., the estimated risk value 
is too high. On the other hand, EPA often feels 
that its risk estimates are not conservative 
enough to protect all individuals from all risks 
present as a result of air pollutants. 
In an article in The Environmental Fo-
rum, Bernard D. Goldstein raises the issue of 
how conservative EPA's risk estimates should 
be and how conservative they actually are. He 
asks "whether the standard for regulating pol-
lutant sources should be driven by the health 
risk imposed on an entire exposed population, 
or alternatively, the risk to the most exposed 
person, better known as the 'maximally ex-
posed individual' (MEl)." (Goldstein, p.13) 
Goldstein feels that the latter choice wrongly 
puts the emphasis on the individual rather 
than on the population. However, Katherine 
R. Kaufman, a member of EPA's policy staff at 
the Office of Air and Radiation, disagrees with 
Goldstein and defends the MEL The MEl is 
"typically the person living closest to, or at the 
fenceline of, a stationary source of toxic air 
emissions .... the MEl lives in the same location 
for seventy years and is breathing a particular 
pollutant from an emitting source twenty-
four hours a day." (Kaufman, pp.1-2) Kaufman 
feels that an approach to risk assessment which 
focuses on the MEl is still the best approach. At 
this point, there does not seem to be any chance 
of compromise between the two points of view. 
One of the most serious problems is the 
time factor. Because there is no quick, reliable 
method of risk assessment, by the time a sub-
stance is determined to be toxic it may have 
affected many people for too long, and pollu-
tion controls may be long overdue. The sever-
ity of the effects of a time-inefficient process 
are apparent in the history of the enforcement 
of the toxic air pollutant legislation. From the 
time the Clean Air Act of 1970 was passed until 
the passage of the most recent Clean Air Act 
amendments of 1990, only eight substances 
had been identified and labelled as toxic air 
pollutants. In the 1990 amendments, how-
ever, a list of 189 toxic air pollutants was 
included for use in future regulation of emis-
sions. (Pytte, p.3944) The majority of the sub-
stances on this list have not had any type of risk 
assessment done. 
In order to play a major role in the regu-
lation of air toxics, risk assessment and man-
agement will have to become a standard and 
scientifically acceptable process. As we have 
seen risk assessment is currently too time 
consuming, and all too often the end result is 
not accepted by those involved in the legisla-
tive and regulatory processes. There are two 
possible solutions: change the assessment 
process in order to make it more effective or 
eliminate the process and find another way to 
analyze the problems of toxic air pollutants. 
The new legislative approach to the prob-
lem of toxic air pollution as presented in the 
1990 amendments proposes a combination of 
the two alternatives. Risk assessment is elimi-
nated in the beginning of the regulation pro-
cess. Instead, pollution controls are used first, 
and risk assessment is used six years later to 
see what residual risk exists and if still more 
controls will have to be applied. This does not 
mean, however, that the risk assessment and 
management techniques can be forgotten. 
When these techniques are used after MACT 
has been applied, accurate risk assessment 
techniques will still be required. Otherwise, 
money will be wasted on control technology 
that is unnecessary. (Pytte, pp.3941-3947) 
CONCLUSION 
Before the 1990 amendments to the Clean 
Air Act, regulation of air toxics was often given 
a low priority. In the past, the amendments to 
the Act have not been directed toward control-
ling and regulating air toxics from stationary 
sources, such as steel plants, factories and 
bakeries. People are becoming increasingly 
concerned, however. Although they have al-
ways desired to breathe clean, fresh air, they 
have not usually been willing to change their 
lifestyles to do so. Now, however, both the 
government and the public have recognized 
the need to deal with the urgent problems 
concerning hazardous air pollutants. The 1990 
amendments address the problems of hazardous 
air pollutants and provide some new solutions. 
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